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The b.:_i: - 'mise £ this st_dy

exists for a —stzzz -ic mezns of colleczing :iagr.<’ ‘e

observational _--z :»o be.xzed in placem=—t <_zis® . for
learning dis::.  -—:dente. Federzl =—-icalines = ~—re
classroom ob a1 = e crmlacted anmo tie fI-oiny reported
in the place= ~- <r—c=-znc: -et nc ~p2clzic et ze is
ziven as tc - mg7n of tzo - and z.pz of dz-z - =
ceported. Tz 11 Anzl Sche ~_e fcr Ez. zti -al
attiﬁgs (C&3ED s+ dzozop . for :z= pur 18- ¢ ‘- zngi-
irz specifrs - -7 _laszroom  -==vior or stz »f
copiag and pr 4.z quantitetive =Zormation upn = ch a

restment o ¢ .zsfin. oM intervanticr  _an can be devzloped.
" ZIs study wz- .= z—ed to determ.me -he usefulnss: -f CASES
5 a quantitat.'-z -t 1 for collec=mz the required -:serva-

tional data an. —==orting to the placerent committee. It

was specificall~ ==:_.nded to investigate the usefulness of

2

CASES as an inst -=m. .t capable <= ciztinguishing between

learning disable: s—udents and crhe- students.



I: this study 2315 was :za:- in obz=rvation of

handicapt °d studerts, =Z=:7ficel. =ducable mentally retarded

and lear.. ag diszrle . =mad a matoi:zZ group »f normally
achievirz tudenz:. (= was hypotrzsized thzt distinct
differerr:¢c: in s=Tvles would be evizemat for :ach group and

could b: ucsl to zisztinguish betwesz groups

Thiz ro-2stizmiiin wis drsdigmed to tes . the followir s

Lz bp ) clgn.f;:ant di "7z 2nces betwesn
SR . ( -<z.3) for the

15 coe::L_‘ents ——=:_3) for

H,: Thez= will 22 me signoZomant diz“=c=nces between
i .5 !
Crem 1 (X, azd Greoup 2 (1D).

H3: Themr will De ma sigr. “cant diffzrertas between
chz CE5° . “2yles coefizients (totals for
! £~ \ 1
Grzmp . (LX) zzd Grczup 3 (Normal Ack_=vers).

H4: Thezz Wil be no sifmificant differenzas between
th - JABET uuvlt; coeZiicientsz (totals. of Group 2
(LT and "roup §O(HA



METHODOLOGY

Instrumentation

The Coping Analysis Schedule for Educational

Settings (CASES) is a tool for systematic observation
developed by Spaulding and Papageorgiou as a means of
measuring normal socialization and personality development
in a variety of settings. The theoretical uniderpining
rests in ego theory, and the categories reflect a number
of dimensions of personality development. The work of
H. H. Anderson (1939, 1943) in the area of "integrative'
and "dominative' social behavior influenced the development
of CASES. The categories reflect not only active and passive
styles of responding to the environment but also overt
aggression, passive aggression, independence, autonomy,
dependence, avoidance, and withdrawal.

Based on preliminary investigations of over 2500
case studies of overt behavior, categories have been identi-
fied which represent basic coping behaviors. These behaviors
reveal how an individual interacts with the external environ-
ment. This interaction is considered integral to overall
cultural adjustment and socialization.

CASES consists of 13 basic categories of coping
behaviors identified by descriptive statements. In six

categories, subscripts have been added to allow coding of



child behavior in terms of adult or cultural expectzzions
as determined by the seftingu A total of 19 categor:ies
permits the cocing of observat = behavior. CASES cazegoris
do not represent a continuum o~ scale. Altoough ths are
arranged ordinally from active to passive b=haviors, “hey
are discrete categories not indicatihg progression or
relative value. The categories corrsspond to the descrip-
tive statements used‘to define overt behaviors. The speciZ..
categories have been empirically refined through case st.di=s
conducted by investigators in a number of universities
(Hofstra, Duke, and Illinoisj over a period of seven years
Eight coping patterns, called styles, were identified thrcagi
factor analysis of the data. Category frequencies result
in coefficients representing the eight styles of coping
behavior and a global coefficient which reflects an indiv-
ual's overall coping competency in educational settings.
The coping styles are based on characterizations of persona’
development.

Subjects ﬁere observed on two different days in si . _.
settings by two different observers, and the two sets of
were combined for a single set of scores for each subject.
learning disabied and the normal achieving students were c=: -
in the regular classroom while the mentally retardad stude—t:

were observed in the self-contained special education room.



To Zz-z= ==t the raw dat= obtzired v he observers,

‘€& TEr-smc = C the observed behavio—s i- € ... of th=
- CG:ite °ri -z srouped, using zhe CASES fezzor-ana’ ytic
ToDwopinT Zt= 0 i This grouning reflects —-.. unc. - o oag
cnoleziza. | izmuets used in czaveloping <tz Z:5T _-gtru-

= . iz _1=1 items cluste - as follows :

57 rle £zressive, manipulative

Items 1, 2, 3b, znd 9b
STl T Non-conforming, resistant

Items 4, 5b, 7b, and 8b

[
1]
{

Withdrawn
Items 12 and 13

“y-e I  Peer dependent
Items 6b and 11

"vle E Adult dependent
Items 6a, 7a, and 9a

Style F: Social productive
Items 3a and 8a

~tyle G: Inner directed, task-orienter
Item 53

Style H: Other directed, task-oriented
Item 10

\‘E




Subjec:s

£ total of _zrty-four subject:, 30 males and -

]

females, t-z-ween th. -ces of 7 years, 7 months and 12 .ors,

5 months 2r= selec:t-. The three -roups were selects oy the
Directozr - Special = ._cation of t... Public Schools a—-

otr:iv ac aistrativs I zers from :mong school popul:_.-ons
of =" 7 retardec. l-zzning disabled, and normal a--ievers.
St— . . tad alread: e = classified as mentally retar:zzd

or —ing disableé b: —=e school system in compliance with
st - . d federal guidc_ines. Normal achievers were identi-
fi & <hose achievin: on grade level who had not beer

re :re -or special ¢ - :ces. From the three pools of
s--ent , subjects we- -elected for participation in this

s. .y and matched for =ze and for sex.

P -ecura

Raters were t: .ined im the use of CASES to .85 inter-
r=z=r reliability, us:ing synchronized, inderendent ratings
tezen at 10 second inzervals. A total of 100 samples taken
at ten second intervals, were collected on each subject, with
50 morning samples and 50 afternoon samples taken on different
days by different observers. Observers were not informed as
to the classification (LD, EMR, NA) of the subjects. One-way
analysis ofnvariance was used to analyze raw score totals for
each CASES style for each group as required to test hybothesis
one as eight separate hypotheses. Other hypotheses were tested

using Student-Neuman-Keuls multiple range test of differences

of means.




RESULTS

The analysis of the data for this ‘tdy was designed
to examine the differences between the CAS Styles

coefficiznts (totals) of the following grc=- s of subjects-

Group 1: Educable mentally retaré=- s—udents
Group 2: Learning disabled stude=:z:

Group 3: Normal achieving studeni:s

The results of each statistical analysis are presented znd

are interpreted for each of the five hyp:theses.

Findings Related to Hypothesis One

le There Will be no sigpificant differences

between Styles coefficients for the threze
groups of subjects.

The data were examined to test this as eight separate
hypotheses, testing for differences on each of the eight
separate styles and the results are presenﬁed for each style
and hypothesis. The CASES Styles coefficients (totals) of
the subjects in the three groups were significantly different
with respect to the following coping styles:

Style B: Non-conforming, resistant P £.05

Style H: Other directed, task-oriented P<.01



The summer: z2ble for the ANOVA is shown in Table 1.

Hypothesi: -.:i. was rejected for Styles B and H and accepted
for Style. 2, D, E, F, and G.
Findings Z-- :z=d to Hypothesis Two

£E-: There will be no significant differences between

the CASES Styles coefficients (totals) between
Group 1 (EMR) and Group 2 (LD).

T== results of the Student-Neuman-Keuls® multiple
range. tes= was conducted on each pair of CASES Style means
indicated that there were no significant differences among
groups on‘six'of the eight styles (Table 2). Significant
differen_zs at the P < 05 level were found between Group 1
(EMR) anZ Group 2 (LD) on the following coping styles:

Style B: Non-conforming, resistant

Style H: Other directed, task-oriented
Group 2 (LD) was found to be significantly more non-conforming
and resistant and less other-directed and task-oriented than
Group 1 (EMR). Hypothesis two, therefore, is rejected for
Styles L and H and accepted with respect to Styles A, C, D,
E, F, and G.

Findings Related to Hypothesis Three

H3: There will be no significant differences between
the CASES Styles coefficients (totals) of
Group 1 (EMR) and Group 3 (Normal Achievers).

An examination of the data in Table 2 reveals that

there are no significant differences between Group 1 (EMR)

and Group 3 (NA) on seven of the eight CASES coping styles.

*Winer, B. J. Statistical Principles in Experimental
Design. New York: McGraw Hill, Inc., 1962, p. 80.

iy




SUFMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARTANCE OF TOTALS BY STYLES

TABLE 1

Style XGPOLL;DI ;mllps; X_-GPOHPS; S%E SSW% M%J% ,MSWS dfog dfwg Foop
AOLST L9 L5 206 200 438 200 35060 1000 95 2 M 009 s
PG 66 192 15 WE 139 LB R9 RN Y 20 3R 05
C LAk 300 073 L6 0.80 0% T3 185 368 3.6 11016 ns
D 1693 7.8 8.3 8.1 11:.67 L6 ML B6.0 T8 65 2N 1P s
E6.00 592 507 692 9.60 1L 132 2929.33  66.61 TS 0092 s
Fosg 864 153 528 503 928 7.0 26M89 395 5% 2 M1 0.063 ns
G 9.2 17.80 29.73 10.78 30.07 22.80  204.08 16924.69 102,00 L1255 0.7 ns
OB 16 1993 1379 2640 10 22649 GNLY 1082 2223 2 M 5% .1




SUHMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF TOTALS BY STYLES

TABLE 1

Style
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The groups were found to be significantly different on the
following style: |

Style H: Other-directed, task-oriented
Group 1 (EMR) subjects were found to be more other-directed
and task-oriented than Group 3 (NA). Hypothesis three is
rejected for Style H and accepted for Styles A, B, C, D,
E, F, and G.

Findings Related to Hypothesis Four

HA: There will be no significant differences

between the CASES Styles coefficients (totals)
of Group 2 (LD) and Group 3 (NA).
Data analysis revealed no significant differences
between the CASES Styles coefficients of Group 2 (LD) and

Group 3 (NA) (Table 2). Hypothesis four was accepted.

Discussion

There were statistically significant differences in
the CASES Styles coefficients among the three groups, Group 1
{(EMR), Group 2 (LD), and Group 3 (NA), as indicated in
Table 1 and the discussion of findings for Hypothesis one.
The other hypotheses and data analyses were intended to
reveal the specific nature of those differences. Group 1
(EMR) subjects were found to be less resistant and non-
conforming than subjects in Group 2 (LD) and more other-
directed and task-oriented than subjects.in Group 2 (LD) and
Group 3 (NA). Group 2 (LD) subjects were not found to be

significantly different from Group 3 (NA) subjects.




The basic purpose for which the Coping Analysis
Schedule for Educational Settings (CASES) was developed
was to identify students' primary coping or interaction'
styles, to establish behavioral goals to increase or
decrease targeted styles and to-design treatments or class-
room intervention plans to reach behavioral goals. This
investigation proposed that the Coping Analysis Schedule
for Educational Settings (CASES) is appropriate and useful
as a means of coliecting observational data for'diagnostic
purposes,’particularly in the identification of learning
disabled students. The research hypothesis that learning
disabled students would differ significantly from educable
mentally retarded students and normal achieving students
. of the same sex and age was only partially supported.
Differences (Styles B and H) were found between learning
disabled students and educable meﬁtally retarded students
but no significant differences were found between learning

disabled students and normal achieving students.
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The assessment process conducted on students referred
for evaluation should result in two outcomes: 1) a placement
decision, and 2) in the case of a recommendation for special
education placement, an individual educational plan (IEP).
Observational data on student behavior are required and are
useful in achieving both of these outcomes. The research
hypothesis that CASES could be used to distinguish LD students
from normal achievers was not supported. However, the useful-
ness of CASES in diagnosis should not be totally discounted.
Placement:is based upon a wide range of instruments in the
areas of intelligence, achievement, and learning modalities,
as well as health information. The observational data are
reported in conjunction with other test data to present an
overall picture of strengtHs and weaknesses upon which a
decision is made. Although based solely upon CASES LD stu-
dents' could not be clearly distinguished from normal achiev-
ers, the CASES instrument provides information relevant to
the placement committee and its task. The styles data, when
reported with other assessment information, result in a more
definitive description of the student because they add
information collected in the group instructional setting.
This is consistent with the purpose of the required observa-
tion, which is to report student behavior and show its
relationship to academic performance. Thus, the use of
CASES to collect these data appears justified.

A salient point should be made in relation to this

study of the diagnostic use of CASES. It was assumed that



the groups (EMR, LD, and Normal Achievers) were distinct,
as reflected in their school placement. However, because
of the lack of a clear operational definition for learning
disabilities and the error inherent in the standardized
instruments used, the population from which the LD sample
was taken may not have been a distinct, homogenous group.
That factor ébviously could have contributed greatly to the
failure of the research hypothesis.

Based on the results of the analyses reported, this
investigator concludes that the use of CASES as a means of
collecting diagnostic observational data can provide pertinent
information for use in placement of LD students and in the
development of the IEP but cannot be used to distinguish
learning disabled students from normal achievers in the

placement process.
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